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Abstract 
In this paper we explore how ‘teaching communication’ in the classroom is connected to 
school culture.  In the age of accountability the outcome focus force to the forefront a 
‘blame game’ which either blame students’ achievements on the teachers and teacher 
education, or the students and their socio-economic background. We argue that to succeed 
with teaching and learning is dependent on the school culture more than the single teacher 
or the students’ background. School culture is understood as attitudes, communication, 
student focus and engagement. Teaching communication in this paper is studied as teachers’ 
and students’ talk about subject matter in whole-class teaching. We explore how different 
school cultures give students different opportunities to experience meaning from teaching 
communication.  The perspective on meaning is derived from Bildung-centred didactics.  
By using qualitative comparative case method in Norwegian Lower Secondary schools we 
find three different types of ‘teaching communication’ typical for different school cultures: 
‘Dialogic teaching communication’, ‘storytelling teaching communication’ and ‘reproducing 
teaching communication’.  The school culture with the ‘dialogic’ variant is characterised by 
trust and reciprocity, making students’ experiencing meaning a possibility.  
Keywords 
Classroom research, Bildung, didactic theory and practice, student participation, school culture 
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1. Introduction 
In the ‘age of accountability’ some of the main topics of educational policy are the 
implementation of competency standards and high stake assessment, represented by 
international comparative studies of student achievement, such as PISA, TIMSS and PIRLS 
(Mullis, Martin, Foy, & Arora, 2012; Mullis, Martin, Foy, & Drucker, 2012; OECD, 2012). The 
research field seeks to explain student achievements through statistical correlation between 
school results and students’ socio-economic backgrounds (Coleman et al., 1966), factors 
within schools, by means of quantitative research and mixed methods (Bliss, Firestone, & 
Richards, 1991; Sammons et al., 2006), teacher effectiveness (Chingos & Peterson, 2011; 
Noor, Aman, Mustaffa, & Seong, 2010), teacher professionalism, teacher organisations and 
educational leadership (Hargreaves, 2012; Hargreaves & Shirley, 2009). This focus results in a 
‘blame game’: Students’ achievements are blamed on teachers and teacher education, or 
the students and their socio-economic background (Khan Al-Daami & Wallace, 2007; 
Hopmann, 2008; Tanner, 2013). Contrary to the blame game, we chose to focus on how 
school cultures give students opportunities to experience meaning, which possibly also 
contributes to students’ achievements. We argue that the quality of teaching and learning is 
dependent on the school culture. More specifically, this paper will show, through an 
empirical classroom study, how ‘teaching communication’, defined in this paper as teachers’ 
and students’ talk about subject matter in whole-class teaching, gives students different 
opportunities.  
 By exploring ‘teaching communication’ embedded in school culture this paper lifts 
the communication of content in teaching to the foreground, and studies it in the context of 
the school. Central to this perspective is also that the content is constructed by teachers and 
students together, through verbal participation and interpretation of subject matter. To 
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investigate the connection between teachers and students utterings on subject matter and 
the context in which it is embedded, Bildung-centred general didactics (Allgemeine Didaktik) 
is a fruitful perspective and hence this theoretical perspective is chosen in the study 
(Midtsundstad, 2010). There are three reasons for this: 
Firstly, in general didactic theory all three basic elements in teaching must be considered 
as a whole: teacher, students and content (Westbury et al., 2000). Didactic reflection 
regarding one of the three cannot be done without considering the other two. International 
linguistic research on meaning construction in classroom teaching (Freebody, 2013; Gregory 
& Michaelis, 2001) and studies of systemic functional linguistics (Halliday & Webster, 2002; 
Kress, 1976; Martin, 2012; McNaught, Maton, Martin, & Matruglio, 2013), focus mainly on 
the verbal expressions (content) without considering them from the didactical perspective of 
teacher-student-content. Studies of questioning techniques (Chin & Osborne), focus mainly 
on the teacher-perspective, and studies linking talk to individual learning (Lardner, 1989; 
Mills, 2009; Staab, 1991; Merill, 2002; Parrish, 2009) and subject matter studies (Purdy, 
2008; Lloyd, 2008; Tobin & Malone, 1989) focus mainly on learning from the student-
perspective. Neither linguistic studies, nor studies of learning, lift to the forefront how 
‘teaching communication’ is constructed in different school cultures. Several studies on 
school culture focus on the professionals, the students, the organization and the quality of 
the learning environment (Schon & Teddlie, 2008; Thapa, Cohen, Guffey & Higgins-
D’Alessandro, 2013), but lack the possibility to address how school culture influences the 
content developed in ‘teaching communication’. Hence, the general didactic perspective 
used in this paper can contribute by connecting content as a joint effort by teacher and 
students, and its contextual conditions. The contextual conditions affect how and if 
interpretation and participation takes place in classroom practice. 
5 
 
Secondly, the understanding of knowledge inherent in the Bildung-centred general 
didactic perspective on content is unexploited in empirical classroom research. Within 
Bildung-centred didactics there are many theoretical contributions on how meaning is 
constructed in teaching, but the field lacks empirical studies available to English-speaking 
readers (Hillen, Sturm, & Willbergh, 2011; Kim, 2013; Krüger, 2008; Menck, 2010; Meyer, 
2007; Midtsundstad & Werler, 2011; Midtsundstad & Willbergh, 2010; Pikkarainen, 2011; 
Vásquez-Levy, 2002; Westbury, Hopmann, & Riquarts, 2000; Willbergh, 2011, 2015). Hence, 
this study is an empirical contribution to a tradition dominated by theoretical studies. 
Further, classroom research also focuses on teaching being the result of teachers and 
students joint enquiry (Bruner, 1996; Cazden, 1988). The importance of instruction being 
dialogic, an idea dating back to Socrates, was revived in modern times via the thoughts of 
Freire, Bakhtin and Vygotsky, and reappeared as empirical classroom research around the 
turn of the millennium as ‘dialogic teaching’ (Alexander, 2000, 2001; Lefstein & Snell, 2014; 
Linden & Renshaw, 2004; Littleton & Howe, 2010; Mercer & Littleton, 2007). Dialogic 
teaching is characterized by classroom talk being collective, reciprocal, supportive, 
cumulative and purposeful, seeking the ‘perfect marriage of pedagogical form and content’ 
(Alexander, 2001). However, according to Alexander (2001), the formal aspect of classroom 
communication seems to dominate over the content-aspects in theories of dialogic teaching. 
The Bildung-centered general didactic perspective used in this paper, can contribute to the 
field of dialogic teaching by theorizing on the content aspect of teaching as a question of 
meaning: From a Bildung-centred perspective, the teachers’ primary task is to interpret 
teaching content or matter (Bildungsinhalt) in such a way so that it can give opportunities for 
students to experience meaning (educative substance/Bildungsinhalt) (Hopmann, 2007; 
Klafki, 2000a). Furthermore, from the Bildung-perspective, connecting teaching content with 
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students’ life-worlds is crucial (Herbart & Stern, 2002). Classroom interpretations of subject 
matter are unique in every classroom (Aasebø, 2011; Willbergh, 2015), when students’ 
interpretations of subject matter, based on their own experience, are uttered in classroom 
talk. It is, however, essential in this theoretical construct that neither the teachers, nor 
anyone else, can know how each student interprets the content or whether it is meaningful 
for that student. This is a necessary risk in the teaching process when educating for human 
autonomy (Biesta, 2014; Westbury et al., 2000). 
Thirdly, the Bildung-perspective represents a critical perspective on accountability, a 
major challenge for contemporary schooling. From a Bildung-perspective questions have 
been raised as to whether competency standards fail to cater to the social, political, 
emotional, moral and aesthetic abilities of students (Hörmann, 2011; Klafki, 2000b; Meyer, 
Prenzel, & Hellekamps, 2008) and whether standardised testing is based on ‘one specific 
meaning of a given matter’, namely the right answer to the task, which is problematic from a 
Bildung-centred didactic perspective (Hopmann, 2007). Bildung brings the inner life of 
students to the fore, while testing measurable external, observable achievements in a 
competitive environment (Hyland, 1991; Standish, 2012; Diamond, 2012; Hopmann, 2007, 
2008, 2013; Hopmann, Brinek, & Retzl, 2007; Langfeldt, Elstad, & Hopmann, 2008; Tanner, 
2013; Willbergh, 2015).  
The study’s research question is: How do different school cultures give different 
opportunities for students to experience meaning from ‘teaching communication’ from a 
Bildung-centred didactic perspective? To explore this question we analyse qualitative data 
from case studies in Norwegian lower secondary schools. Firstly we analyse which forms of 
‘teaching communication’ is found in whole-class talk on subject matter. Secondly we 
analyse and compare the school culture in the schools, to explore how the school cultures 
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are connected to the forms of ‘teaching communication’.  Finally we conclude and discuss 
the implication of the Bildung-centred didactic perspective, related to achievement and 
school culture. 
2. Theory 
2.1 Bildung-centred didactics 
The German general didactic tradition, or Allgeimeine Didaktik (Hillen, Sturm & Willbergh, 
2011; Klafki, 2001; Midtsundstad & Willbergh, 2010; Westbury et al., 2000), was established 
as the leading professional language of teachers and teacher education in the nineteenth 
century in Germany and the Nordic countries (Hopmann, 2007). The institutionalisation of 
schooling promoted the need for autonomous teachers to adapt the national curriculum to 
the local schools. Hence, teachers should interpret what significance the content expressed 
in the curriculum (matter/Bildungsinhalt) can mean to their unique students 
(‘meaning’/Bildungsgehalt) (Klafki, 2000a). The teachers are to connect subject matter to the 
students’ daily lives, experiences and cultural and societal questions that concern them. 
Schooling is about preparing for responsible adulthood, formulated, for example, by Klafki as 
self-determination, co-determination and solidarity (Klafki, 2001). In classroom talk, 
references, examples and concepts in interpreting the content in a way probably familiar to 
the students are important as they increase the possibility of students experiencing 
meaning: of understanding that school knowledge is focused on their participation in society 
(Willbergh, 2011). ‘Meaning’ in the perspective of this study is limited to talk on subject 
matter: ‘teaching communication’. Furthermore, if a multitude of different interpretations of 
subject matter is uttered in whole-class talk, this study argues that the possibility of students 
experiencing meaning increases: A broadly nuanced picture of a given subject matter 
increases the possibility of finding one’s own interpretation, especially if students participate 
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in interpreting the content, as peers know each other’s life-world in another way than the 
teachers (Midtsundstad, 2011). Hence, from what is said in the classroom (what examples, 
words and references are used in explaining the content) and who says it how (whether the 
students are participating with their interpretations) the different forms of ‘teaching 
communication’ create different opportunities for students to experience meaning. 
It is important to point out that this understanding of meaning does not aim to grasp 
what is in the individual student’s mind. From the Bildung perspective this would also 
contradict its intentions: Bildung-centred didactics is a pedagogical tradition driven by the 
‘interest’ of the freedom of the students (Saeverot, 2013). To educate for autonomy, 
students must be treated as autonomous. Bildung cannot be forced, as the central idea is 
the free will of the learner (Humboldt, 2000). The understanding of teaching content 
inherent in the pair concept of matter-meaning is based on an understanding of knowledge 
stating that all teaching content can be interpreted into many different meanings (Hopmann, 
2007; Klafki, 2000a; Schwab, 1971). Hence, the outcome of teaching is unpredictable, and it 
should be unpredictable, as in the opposite case one would override the judgmental power 
of the student. 
The concept of ‘teaching communication’ in this study is inspired from Niklas 
Luhmann’s concept of communication (Luhmann, 2000) and further developed in a school 
theoretical framework based on the Allgemeine Didaktik tradition (Midtsundstad, 2010). 
Communication in a teaching context is here understood as the relationship between 
teachers’ choice of content (what) and their choice of how to communicate this content 
(how). The students in class explore this relationship between what and how and the 
question is how they interpret the content and choose to understand or not (Keiding, 2003). 
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Hence, ‘teaching communication’ is a matter of how teachers and students cooperatively 
express subject matter (Midtsundstad, 2011). The understanding of the concept of  
communication gives possibilities to explore the connection between students’ participation 
and school cultures.  
2.2 School culture 
The possibility to explore this connection is dependent on how we define school culture. The 
concept has historically been fraught with conceptual complexity and confusion (Van Houtte 
2005; Schon & Teddlie, 2008). Here we understand school culture as a complex construct 
comprised of four dimensions: Professional orientations, organizational structures, the 
quality of the learning environment and student centred focus (Schoen & Teddlie, 2008, p. 
141). We use these dimensions to develop four analytical concepts: ‘communication style’,  
‘student role’, ‘professional attitude’ and ‘student focus’. These aspects of school culture are 
chosen because they are supposed to have bearing on students’ achievements (Schoen & 
Teddlie, 2008, p. 146). ). They also are chosen because how the analytical concepts 
interrelate reveals the school’s values, and this is essential to analyses of school culture 
(Schein, 1982).  
‘Communication style’ describes the communication which is typical for all levels in 
the school organization (Stoll & Fink, 1996; Schon & Teddlie, 2008). Research on school 
organisations documents the relationships between school and classroom conditions 
(Ainscow, Barrs & Ainscow, 1998; Hargreaves, 2014). This means that the ‘communication 
style’ of the organisation most likely will influence the possibilities of ‘teaching 
communication’. 
The ‘student role’ is analysed to find characteristics of what is expected of students in 
the school organisation. The student role is developed according to the quality of the 
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learning environment, and this analytical concept reveals aspects of the school culture 
(Hargreaves, 2014).  It is documented that a positive school climate has a powerful influence 
on the motivation to learn (Martin & Dowson, 2009; Thapa et.al. 2013), and thus how the 
students develop their student role. The characteristics of the school’s student role will 
probably influence the joint development of content in ‘teaching communication’.   
The ‘professional attitude’ is focused in this paper to explore how the professionals 
relate to what’s common and how to cooperate in the school organisation. Research on this 
topic shows for example how professionals commit and participate in activities initiated in 
school and how the professionals as a group understand and commit to the schools 
expectations (Stoll, Bolam, McMahon, Wallace & Thomas, 2006; Hopkins, Stringfield, Harris, 
Stoll & Mackay, 2014). The ‘professional attitude’ toward common decisions and projects 
can influence how unified the school culture can appear and most likely influence the form 
of ‘teaching communication’. 
‘Student focus’ is the analytical concept which point at the professionals’ collective 
focus on students learning, possibilities and achievements. Research has documented the 
benefit of the professionals’ effort and support to students’ achievements (Schoen & 
Teddlie, 2008, p. 140). Research also point to the positive effect of schools with common 
student focus (York-Barr & Duke, 2004; Clark, Triggs & Nielsen, 2014). How the teachers are 
being supportive, reveals how the teachers direct their ‘student focus’. How they choose to 
support the students might influence how they can make ‘teaching communication’ a 
collective effort, and hence this is focused in this paper.  
In addition to the four analytical concepts and what values they reveal, we also argue 
that school culture is influenced by how the professionals perceive the expectations from 
the local environment (Goodson, 2001; Midtsundstad 2010). ‘Teaching communication’ is 
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thus connected to how the school culture is constructed in different schools according to 
their local environment. The analytical concepts will be used to analyse the focus group 
discussions and will reveal how different school cultures give different opportunities for 
students to experience meaning through ‘teaching communication’.   
3. Data collection and methodological considerations  
The empirical study was carried out as a multiple-case study. According to Stake (2005), a 
multiple-case study is a study providing insight into an issue (instrumental case study) 
extended to several cases.  Each school is considered a case, chosen from the schools’ and 
the counties’ score on national tests. The sample consists of two lower secondary schools 
from a county with high scores, and two from a county with low scores, on national tests. 
The two schools in each county were selected from schools which perform lower than 
expected and better than expected according to municipal scores on statistical variables, 
usually decisive for schools’ test results: Parents’ level of education, mothers’ employment 
and the number of single-parent families (Bakken, 2004; Markussen, Frøseth, & Sandberg, 
2011; Hassan, 2009). The data was collected by observation of ‘teaching communication’, 
interviews of teachers and headmasters, and focus group discussions with teachers, and is 
hermeneutically analysed and interpreted.  
Two teachers from each school were selected for observation, making a total of eight 
teachers. The qualitative observation of ‘teaching communication’ was conducted as non-
participant observation. Pure non-participant observation is impossible from an 
epistemological point of view (Hammersley & Atkinson, 1987). According to Fangen (2004), 
non-participant observation often makes the observed person uncomfortable and stressed, 
which in turn leads to the observer effect: the observed person behaves in an unusual 
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manner because he or she is being watched. However, Fangen mentions classroom 
observation as an example of contexts with formal and predetermined structures which can 
reduce the discomfort of the participants. Two researchers followed each teacher in lessons 
in academic subjects over a week, which comprise several classes and grades.   
Whole-class talk was chosen as the context of the observation because the context 
provides opportunities for a variety of interpretations to be expressed and for a variety of 
ways of expressing them.  The observation part of the study uses an inductive device, even 
though the descriptions in some sense always will be theory-based (Guba & Lincoln, 1994). 
This means that the theoretical foundation of the study and value-ladeness of facts mainly 
emerge in the process of categorisation and analysis of the data.  The observation data of 
‘teaching communication’ emerges from the recording of all teachers’ subjects matter-
utterances (instructions, information, explanations, comments, questions, and answers to 
students’ initiatives) and students’ answers, questions and comments regarding subject 
matter.  Most of the talk is recorded exactly, while some teacher’s lectures and some 
students’ activities (for example reading aloud from textbook) were reported in summaries.  
In addition the sequences in the lessons were described (for example introduction, 
presentation of subject matter, discussion, interruption and so on).  Finally, an observation 
schema was used to record the frequencies and variation of students’ participation in 
‘teaching communication’. The observation material includes from 12 to 19 relevant lessons 
at each school.  In the end of the week the observed teachers were interviewed. The semi-
structured interview was partly about issues we had observed in the teacher’s lessons, partly 
about their teaching in general. The interview took about 45 minutes and was tape-recorded 
and transcribed.   
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To explore the school culture the teaching staffs have collectively participated in 
focus-group discussions or group discussions, a concept used by Bohnsack (2004). When the 
discussion group belongs to ‘the same milieu or the same “interpretative” community’, its 
structural expressions can be considered as ‘represented and updated in discourse, and 
thereby constantly reproduced’ (Bohnsack, 2004, p. 216). The issues for discussion have 
been teaching, students, national tests, projects the schools were involved in, and the 
school’s relationship to the local community. Each of the issues was introduced by one main 
question. The discussion between the teachers emerged from the questions, sometimes also 
from new questions emerging during discussion. The focus-group discussion took about an 
hour and was also tape-recorded and transcribed.  The complete data material consists of 
observation records from 62 lessons, 8 teacher interviews, 5 headmaster interviews (2 at 
one school due to recent change of headmaster) and 8 focus-group discussions.  In addition, 
we have notes from discussions with teaching staff from three return visits to the schools 
when we presented some preliminary analysis.   
The analysis of the data is inspired by Phillips & Schweisfurth’s (2006, p. 100) 
structure for comparative inquiry.  The observation data of ‘teaching communication’ in 
each school is interpreted by developing characteristics on the content of the 
communication influenced by the Bildung perspective (teachers’ and students’ nuancing of 
subjects matter, references to students’ experiences, local community, social issues and so 
on). Participation was analysed through teachers’ inviting students’ to participate in talk on 
subject matter (questions, asking for comments and so on), students’ responses and 
initiatives. Then we defined and generated three concepts of ‘teaching communication’, 
which is described in 4.1. The concepts are used to describe how ‘teaching communication’ 
appears in the schools. 
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Finally, the school culture is analysed from the focus-group discussions. The four 
analytical concepts of school culture are used to analyse the schools individually: The 
‘professional attitude’ affects the ‘student focus’ and ‘communications style’ which also 
affect the ‘student role’. How the four dimensions are pieced together in each school is 
compared, and thus each school’s typical values are revealed (Schon & Teddlie, 2008). We 
also analyse how the professionals perceive the expectations from their local environment in 
order to understand the dimensions in the individual school’s context. 
Comparison does not give attention to thick descriptions; instead it focuses on some 
few attributes. The relationship between ‘teaching communication’ and school culture is 
according to Stake’s (2005) perspective on qualitative case studies, a description of  
sequences or events which are ‘interrelated and contextually bound, purposive but 
questionably determinative’ (p 449).  The interrelation between teaching communication 
and school culture in this study is considered as a meaning structure (Alvesson & Sköldberg, 
1994), which has to be assessed through criteria of coherence and the possibility for being 
recognised and applied in new contexts. 
4. Findings: ‘teaching communication’ in schools 
Derived from the data on whole-class talk on subject matter we found three concepts of 
‘teaching communication’.  The three concepts combine the two aspects of communication;   
the content aspect (‘what’) and the speech aspect (‘how’). The content aspect of ‘teaching 
communication’, as adapted or expressed curriculum (‘what do they talk about’), is 
considered to have more or less ‘diverse’ or ‘homogeneous’ interpretations. The speech 
aspect (‘how do they talk and who is talking’)’ is considered to be more or less ‘conversing’ 
or ‘lecturing’. While all the three forms of ‘teaching communication’ are found in all the four 
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schools we studied, the comparison of the schools reveals differences which makes it 
possible  to characterise three of the schools by different forms of ‘teaching 
communication’.  The fourth school, in which different forms of ‘teaching communication’ 
exist side by side, but strictly separate and dependent of the individual teacher, will be  
brought in to underline the conclusion about school culture.  The characterisations of the 
schools are based on ‘teaching communication’ across different academic subjects.  In our 
study we have no reason to address differences between academic subjects, because we 
have found different forms of teaching communication across topics and subjects. 
4.1. ‘Dialogic teaching communication’ 
The combination of diverse interpretations of content and conversational speech, gives what 
we call ‘dialogic teaching communication’. Diverse interpretations of subject matter contain 
references to students’ own lives, experiences and understandings, as well as cultural and 
societal questions concerning students’ current or future affairs. Conversational speech 
means that students take part in ‘teaching communication’ with their opinions, experiences, 
reasonings, examples, alternatives, interpretations, imaginations or reflections on the 
subject matter.  ‘Dialogic teaching communication’ also provides opportunities for the 
teacher to further develop students’ contributions to the subject matter, by repeating, 
discussing or exploring the contributions. 
School A is characterised by ‘dialogic teaching communication’:  A wide range of 
interpretations are raised in ‘teaching communication’ by teachers and students. Sometimes 
the items of diversity of interpretation in subject matter topics are single utterances within 
sequences characterised by other kinds of ‘teaching communication’, and sometimes they 
are long dialogic sequences.  Teachers invite the students to interpret the subject matter 
and students respond by contributing. In the example below from a lesson in mathematics 
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on calculation of electricity-use, the teacher introduces some tasks by showing the first one 
on the Smart-board; a graph of various power consumption-rates at different times of the 
day.  The students are given some time to look at the task before the teacher starts to talk 
about it.  
Teacher:  What does the graph show? 
Student: Consumption is increasing when they get up in the morning, doing the 
morning chores, making food and so on, and then they go to work. They‘re probably 
going to sleep at that point there.  
Student: At that point they’re probably doing their laundry.  
Teacher: Why does the power consumption decrease at this point?   
Student: Perhaps they turn off the lights?  
Student: Perhaps they light candles?  
Teacher: When does this family go to bed?  
Student: When the power consumption is low.  
Teacher: You can look at the time here, at eleven o’clock, it’s a bit too early.  
Student: They started a fire in the fireplace at eight, and then they turned off the 
panel heaters.  
Teacher: They turned off the panel heaters, could be that. Do you think it’s summer 
or winter?   
Student: Winter. If it was summer the power consumption would have been much 
less (10th grade).  
 
The subject matter is explored by the teacher’s questioning and the students’ willingness to 
participate. The students respond by using their imaginations of family life, a family’s 
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ordinary activities through the cycle of the day, and even cycles of the year. Hence, the 
students interpret the subject matter from their personal experience, creativity and reasons, 
which can make the subject matter (calculating power-consumption) meaningful. At school 
A we also find that the teacher challenges the students’ utterances and initiates further 
imaginings, as she does above when she replies ‘it’s a bit too early’.  Further, the teacher 
applies the students’ way of reasoning in the question, and uses the students’ words later in 
the discussion.  
 ‘Dialogic teaching communication’ depends on students’ responses to teacher’s 
invitations to participate, which makes it possible to develop the subject matter together. At 
school A many of the students are willing to engage in the conversation. Sometimes the 
lesson starts with students talking about their own experiences, which makes the rest of the 
‘teaching communication’ taking place a mixture of teacher’s comments and questions and 
students’ responses and new initiatives. 
4.2  ‘Storytelling teaching communication’ 
Diverse interpretations of content and lecturing speech give what we call ‘storytelling 
teaching communication’.  Although a diversity of interpretations of subject matter topics is 
expressed in whole-class talk, the teacher’s speech is lecturing, meaning that the diversity of 
content is mainly expressed by the teacher; what he or she  thinks could be relevant to the 
students, while the students themselves are not participating  with their own experience, 
thoughts or opinions. School B is characterised by ‘storytelling teaching communication’ as 
shown in the example below from a Norwegian lesson about drama. 
Teacher:  Do you know “retro” in any connection?   
Student: “Retro”. 
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Teacher: What do we think about then? 
Student: Old things. 
Teacher: Old things, yes. “Retro” is when old things from the sixties become cool 
again. Today when people set up house for the first time, they often buy things from 
the fifties. Contrary to what we older people do. I visited a friend of mine and she 
didn’t have a kitchen. She had moved into an apartment with kitchen cupboards and 
fixtures that were made in the fifties.  She advertised in the paper that people could 
have the kitchen if they came and removed it.  She received 30 inquiries. It was quite 
chaotic without a kitchen, and she hadn’t imagined being without the kitchen while I 
was visiting her.  But we just pulled down one of the walls and removed the wood 
panelling. Retro is like the kitchen becoming modern again. It has nothing to do with 
games but with the concept retrospective – looking back.  In new-Norwegian (one of 
the two official Norwegian languages) it should be literally like ‘sight back’ (‘skue’), or 
literally back sight.  A storyteller who tells us what we have been seeing, what we are 
blabbing about (10th grade).  
 
In this example the teacher is asking about the word ‘retro’.  After connecting it to the 
students’ associations; ‘old things’; she interprets the subject matter issue according to her 
own experience by attempting to use the word in different ways, and by different meanings.  
At school B the students are often invited to take part in the interpretation of subject 
matter. But the students are reluctant and often resist participating in conversational 
speech. They do not respond or they give answers which seem to indicate resistance, non-
interest or random guesses on the right answers, despite the teacher’s innumerable 
attempts to get them involved. When the teacher asks about associations to drama one 
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student replies by saying ‘bad, unintelligible novel’, and when the teacher reminds the class 
about previous teaching on the subject at hand, nobody says they remember. 
The reciprocity which is necessary for a conversational speech is deficient in the 
whole-class talk on subject matter at school B. Instead ‘storytelling teaching communication’ 
takes place.  When the conversational speech fails, the teachers still continue on their own 
and present diverse interpretations of the subject matter, from their own life as well as what 
could be the students’ lives or interests.  
4.3  ‘Reproducing teaching communication’ 
Homogenous interpretation of content and conversational speech is referred to as 
'reproducing teaching communication’. Homogenous interpretation of content means that 
interpretations of subject matter expressed has a limited scope: Teachers follow their own 
script and stick to their own presentation of the content. Few, if any, other interpretations of 
subject matter are expressed.  The conversational speech has IRE-structure (Cazden, 1988), 
Initiation-Response-Evaluation, appearing to be the most dominating structure of plenary 
lessons in the classroom (Evaldsson, Lindblad, Sahlström, & Bergquist, 2001). Students 
mainly participate by answering the teacher’s questions, which vary between questions 
posed to the entire group (anybody who wants to answer) and questions aimed at particular 
students.  
School C is characterised by ‘reproducing teaching communication’. The subject 
matter has a limited scope of interpretation: The content is interpreted by the teacher or the 
textbook, and when interpretations are uttered in whole-class talk, the scope of 
interpretations is mostly limited to references to subject matter taught at an earlier stage. 
The limited scope of interpretation is often followed by emphasising the importance of 
learning the topic to prepare for upcoming tests. The use of students’ experiences and 
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interpretations occurs, but more abruptly and randomly and without attempting further 
exploration.  The reproductive nature of the content is obvious in the example below:  
 Teacher: What did Napoleon do when he saw that the day was lost? 
 Student: He returned to Paris. 
Teacher:  Exactly… next question… how do the other people respond to that? 
Student: (: indiscernible) 
Teacher: Yes, they ally… who is the one who takes power? 
Student: Louis XVIII.  
Teacher: What happens to Napoleon?...  more hands!... what happens to 
Napoleon?... it rarely happens nowadays. 
Student: He’s exiled.  
Teacher: He’s exiled to the island of Elba…. read some more… as quiet as a mouse… 
afterwards you’ll get another piece of paper from me (8th grade).  
 
The teacher is constantly asking for facts or procedures and evaluates the students’ 
responses, as in the IRE-structure.  The ‘reproducing teaching communication’ here repeats  
subject matter from previous lessons, textbooks or tasks. Additionally, the teacher also 
frequently asks questions about students’ learning process or level of difficulty, like ‘do you 
get it’, ‘how many understood this’ or ‘is it difficult to understand’. Questions from students 
are usually posed and included in the IRE-structure as questions about facts or asking for the 
teacher’s assessment of students’ comprehension of the facts. Sometimes questions are 
answered by another student before the answer is revealed and evaluated by the teacher.  
Students’ experiences or interpretations are rarely questioned, and when they are, it 
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happens more abruptly and randomly, and without attempting to encourage further 
exploration. 
At school C the questions are sometimes posed to all the students one by one, and 
sometimes to students who want to answer. The first case often means that almost all the 
students are invited to participate during a single lesson. This may explain why school C has 
the highest score on students’ participation compared to the other schools.  
4.4 ‘Teaching communication’ and meaning 
From a Bildung-centred didactic perspective ‘dialogic teaching communication’ provides 
students with opportunities to experience meaning. ‘Dialogic teaching communication’ is the 
product of a joint effort by teachers and students, opening opportunities for students to 
experience meaning through peers sharing their experiences and opinions; a valuable aspect 
of ‘teaching communication’ as peers know each other’s life-worlds in another way than the 
teachers do.  On the content-side a multitude of interpretations are uttered in whole-class 
talk possibly relevant to the life-worlds and experiences of the students. References to social 
and cultural questions are also displayed, giving opportunities for students to prepare for 
societal participation. The diverse interpretations of subject matter displayed can be 
interpreted as an understanding of knowledge indicating that teaching content can be 
interpreted into many different meanings. 
On the contrary, ‘reproducing teaching communication’, where subject matter is 
displayed as ‘homogenous’ and  it appears as if knowledge and content are considered to 
have only one, or a few, legitimate interpretations, appears to have a limited content-aspect.  
‘Storytelling teaching communication’ can be characterised by diverse interpretations of 
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content, but references, examples and concepts interpreting subject matter are mainly 
displayed by teachers’ talk.  
On the speech-side ‘storytelling communication’ can thus be considered as an 
expression of the teacher’s professional use of judgmental power to interpret and explain 
subject matter in a way meaningful to his or her students (Westbury et al., 2000), catering to 
the understanding of knowledge inherent in the pair-concept of matter-meaning (Hopmann, 
2007). However, the interpretations uttered are merely the teachers, not the students’, and 
the peer-participation remains an untapped resource.  In ’reproducing teaching 
communication’ the conversational style of speech supplies few opportunities for students 
to experience meaning even though they are participating in the speech. 
Concludingly, ’dialogic teaching communication’  is the form of ‘teaching 
communication’ which gives the optimal opportunities for students to experience that their 
own interpretations are welcome, important and relevant, acknowledging them as human 
beings and thus creating opportunities to exercise autonomy.  
4.5   ‘Teaching communication’ and school culture 
The Bildung-centred didactic concept ‘teaching communication’ depends on the 
participation of both teachers and students, and the relation between them is crucial. We 
assume that the students’ interest in participating depends on how they experience the 
conditions for doing so. We also have reason to assume that the school culture creates 
conditions that influence how to teach (Hargreaves, 2004). Bearing this in mind, we will 
argue that the school culture will provide different opportunities for students to participate 
in developing the content and experiencing meaning from ‘teaching communication’.  School 
culture is analysed by the four interdependent dimensions: ‘communication style’,  ‘student 
role’, ‘professional attitude’ and ‘student focus’.  Each school is analysed singly and then 
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compared to the others, to explore the differences between the schools’ values. How the 
professionals perceive the extern expectations from their local environment is also analysed 
(Goodson 2001; Midtsundstad, 2010). The analyses are compared in order to find how 
‘teaching communication’ is restrained by school culture.  
School A, which is characterised by ‘dialogic teaching communication’, has a local 
environment with faith in the staff taking equal responsibility for all students. The school has 
chosen an inclusive form of organisation, by dividing the classes rather than giving individual 
students special training outside the classroom. They also make an effort to fetch students 
who do not show up for class. The examples show their ‘student focus’ and their attitude 
towards the school community as professionals. School A has a consistent focus on sharing: 
‘It might have something to do with the culture here’. ‘We are not afraid to ask each other 
(…)’. The teachers share their plans for teaching in different subjects and they share their 
feelings when they have had a good or bad experience in class: ‘(…) if a lesson is unsuccessful 
(...) then it's good to receive comfort from a colleague’.  ‘This is characterising their 
communication style’. They also say that they want ‘to make it easy for each other’ by using 
the same kind of teaching style. One teacher says: ‘It is relatively easy to develop a 
charismatic way of teaching (…) it makes it easy for yourself, but not for the other teachers 
(…) that’s something you ought to be aware of’. Another goal is to make it easy to be a 
student in their school and every student is ‘our student’. They say: ‘The values in this work 
(...) it helps to make it easier to be a student’. 
The culture in school A, which can be characterized as ‘unified’, includes both 
teachers and students. All members are expected to participate, and the students also 
demand to do so which is characteristic for the school’s student role.  The values revealed  
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are characterized by having trust in each other, as expressed by the focus on sharing and 
making it easy for everyone to be a part of the organisation. Research have for a long time 
described the importance of trust according to the students achievements and school 
development (Stoll & Fink, 1996, p. 192), and here we argue that trust also support the 
students’ ability to participate in ‘teaching communication’ exploring the common content 
and increasing their possibilities to experience meaning. 
School B is characterised by ‘storytelling communication’. They have a bad reputation 
in their local community in dealing with bad behaviour among students. They say: ‘Our 
reputation is that we have big trouble with bad behaviour. We have to work on our 
reputation’. This affects the teachers’ ‘student focus and ‘professional attitude’. With a new 
group of challenging students signing up for their school, they are implementing a program 
to improve the teachers' ability to handle behaviour by having equal rules for all students: 
‘(…) that’s our goal I think (...) to become alike. We are not very good at that’. The teachers 
in school B have until now been describing themselves like this: ‘We are not any good at 
sharing’. ‘Many of us are probably closest to private practice (laughs a little)’.  This describes 
both the teachers’ common attitude and their communication style. They describe the 
introduction of the program as a restructuring process: from openness to control. ‘We’ve 
had much more freedom before, open classrooms, students allowed to be in the school 
building, the data room, during the recesses. Now they have to stay outside’ and the 
restructuring process changes the school’s student role. As a consequence, school B has 
experienced a change in the relations between teachers and students. 
School B’s cultural dimensions reveal that their important values are connected to 
the teachers’ ability to control students’ behaviour. The conditions for developing good 
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relations are affected by the changes in the school’s expectations of students. The relation 
between teachers and students can be characterised as insecure and their reaction as one of 
mistrust. Research has documented that changes in the school organisations influence 
teachers’ ability and student role (D. H.  Hargreaves, 2014, p. 705).  Here we argue that 
changes in the school organisation influence the student’s willingness to participate and thus 
the ‘teaching communication’. 
School C is characterised by ‘reproducing teaching communication’. This school 
experiences severe pressure from the local politicians, as well as the school administration 
and media (newspaper), to improve students’ results on national tests. They have been 
working hard for some years to improve students’ academic results, as well as they explain 
the achievements as dependent on the students’ socio-economic background. They 
comment the results: ‘It depends on the “material” in the classroom’. ‘It’s not easy for us to 
change where they come from’. This ‘student focus’ is seen in several situations in the data. 
The school has also succeeded in making some improvements on the national-test results. 
They say: ‘The results may point out which students who need courses in reading’. They give 
individual students special training outside the classroom. This school is proud of its good 
reputation as a school which deals well with students with behavioural issues: ‘I think we are 
good at allocating students with problems to different classes’. ‘They cause many worries 
out there’. This attitude and way of communicating is characteristic for this school. For some 
years they have had a challenging group of students due to bad behaviour: ‘We are 
particularly good at getting students with bad behaviour to work, they come from 
elementary school and we often get the swing of them’. Both achievements and behaviour 
seem to be part of the teachers’ ‘student focus’ and it is highly valued for the teachers to 
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have students whom ‘comply with the rules’ rather than engaged in ‘teaching 
communication’.  
Schools C’s culture reveals values characterized by obedience, as expressed by the 
focus on their good reputation on handling bad behaviour, as well as their ability to get 
students with bad behaviour to work. The relation between teachers and students is 
dependent by students ‘complying with the rules’ and limits the possibilities for 
participation. Research shows that behaviour patterns in organisations influences students’ 
achievements (D. H. Hargreaves, 2014; Sammons, 2006). In addition our analyses show how 
it influences the possibilities and the quality in how students participate in ‘teaching 
communication’. 
School D, which can be characterised by a mixture of different forms of ‘teaching 
communication’ strongly dependent of the individual teacher, can support the discussion of 
school culture. School D participates in several projects aimed to improve various aspects of 
teaching and learning. The multitude of projects, have resulted in a lack of common focus 
and teachers are forced to individually choose between them. Lack of common ‘focus’  and 
‘attitude’ may result in a weaker common school culture in school D compared to the other 
schools, which also means that ‘teaching communication’ is less restrained by the school 
culture. The possibility for students to experience meaning is dependent in the individual 
teacher, and the students have to relate to different expectations from different teachers.  
The analyses of the schools show how the analytical concepts reveal different basic 
values of school culture. ‘Trust’, ‘control’ and ‘obedience’ are values influencing the relation 
between teachers and students and thus the ‘teaching communication’. This connection 
gives us the possibilities to answer the research question. 
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5. Conclusion and discussion 
 
The paper’s research question was: How do different school cultures give different 
opportunities for students to experience meaning from ‘teaching communication’ from a 
Bildung-centred didactic perspective?  
We have already concluded that ‘dialogical teaching communication’, with a 
multitude of interpretations of content and opportunities for students to contribute to the 
various interpretations, is the form of ‘teaching communication’ providing students with 
opportunities to experience meaning. Students’ opportunities to experience meaning from 
‘reproducing teaching communication’, and ‘storytelling teaching communication’, is limited 
from a Bildung-centred didactic perspective. 
Research supports the importance of the school culture for school improvement, but 
it focuses either on school leaders, teachers, or student’s possibilities and performances 
(Thapa et.al, 2013). We argue that the possibilities for the students to experience meaning in 
‘teaching communication’ is connected with the quality of the school culture. The analysis 
indicates that schools which are dominated by  ‘dialogic teaching communication’ is 
connected to a school culture of ‘trust’, ‘storytelling teaching communication’ is connected 
to a school culture of ‘control’ and ‘reproducing teaching communication’ is connected to a 
school culture of ‘obedience’. Schools with a ‘unified’ culture based on trust gives the best 
conditions for ‘dialogic teaching communication’.  When ‘obedience’ characterizes the 
school culture, the content is chosen by the teacher, and the speech act is performed on the 
teacher’s premises. This limits the students’ participation and possibilities to develop the 
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content. When ‘control’ characterizes the school culture, the teacher is left with the 
responsibility to develop the content.  The school culture restrains in this way the students’ 
possibilities to experience meaning through ‘teaching communication’.   
This study contributes with empirical research in a Bildung-centred didactic tradition 
dominated by theoretical studies. It also contributes to classroom studies which consider 
teaching as a joint enquiry (Bruner, 1996; Cazden, 1988; Alexander, 2000), without 
developing the content-aspects of classroom dialogue (Alexander, 2001). According to 
Alexander (2001), the content-aspects of dialogic teaching can be described as content being 
‘cumulative’ and ‘purposeful’. Empirically based Bildung-centred didactic concepts address 
these issues. When students’ interpretations are welcome, knowledge accumulation stands 
a chance. Regarding the question of purpose, references to social and cultural questions 
displayed in ‘dialogic teaching communication’ gives students opportunities to prepare for 
societal participation, acknowledging them as human beings, building autonomy.  
The Bildung-centred didactic perspective does not focus on achievement; 
nevertheless it can contribute to achievements as one perspective among others.  Based on 
our sample and our results we argue that school culture, ‘teaching communication’ and 
students’ achievements are connected. School A in the study, characterised by at trusting 
culture and ‘dialogic teaching communication’, also has high scores on National tests. This is 
interesting due to the parental socio-economic background in the local community. This 
local community has in fact lower socio-economic score than the national socio-economic 
mean (Statistisk Sentralbyrå, 2014), which means that students’ achievements are better  
than expected (Blekesaune, 2011). 
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Consequently, it is interesting to ask whether ‘dialogic teaching communication’ in a 
culture of trust can reduce the effect of students’ socio-economic background. Several 
studies have discussed whether schools’ quality is able to increase the achievements of all 
students (Labaree, 2012; D.H. Hargreaves, 2014; Sammons et.al 2006).  Some of them argue 
that even if students’ social background is a strong factor, the quality of the school also 
makes a difference (Bakken, 2009; Sammons et.al 2006). We assume that the connection 
between quality of school culture and the quality of ‘teaching communication’ will 
compensate for lack of parental resources. Could this mean that school culture becomes 
more important than students’ socio-economic background?  This should be one of the 
questions to pose and elaborate in further research. 
 
References 
Aasebø, T. S. (2011). Anti-schoolness in context: The tension between the youth project and 
the qualifications project. Social Psychology of Education, 14, 503-518. doi: 
http://dx.doi.org10.1007/s11218-011-9153-3 
Alvesson, M., & Sköldberg, K. (1994). Tolkning och reflektion. Vetenskapsfilosofi och  
kvalitativ metod. Lund: Studentlitteratur.  
Alexander, R. J. (2000). Culture and pedagogy. International comparisons in primary  
education. Oxford: Blackwell Publishers. 
Alexander, R. J. (2001). Towards dialogic teaching (3rd ed.). New York: Dialogos. 
Bakken, A. (2004). Økt sosial ulikhet i skolen? Tidsskrift for ungdomsforskning, 4, 83-91.  
Bakken, A. (2009). Kan skolen kompensere for elevenes sosiale bakgrunn?  Utdanning, 79- 
100.  Available at 
http://www.ssb.no/a/publikasjoner/pdf/sa111/4_sos_bakgrunn.pdf 
30 
 
Biesta, G. J. J. (2014). The beautiful risk of education. Paradigm Publ.: Boulder, Colo. 
Blekesaune, M. (2011). Hvike kommuner gjør det bra på nasjonale prøver. Universitetet i 
Agder: Internt notat LR-prosjektet. 
Bliss, J. R., Firestone, W. A., & Richards, C. E. (1991). Rethinking effective schools: Research 
and practice. N.J: Prentice Hall: Englewood Cliffs. 
Bohnsack, R. (2004). Group discussion and focus groups. In U. Flick, I. Steinke, B. Jenner, & E. 
V. Kardorff (Eds.), A companion to qualitative research, (pp. 214-221). London: Sage. 
Bruner, J. (1996). The culture of education. Cambridge, Massachusetts/London, England: 
Harvard University Press. 
Cazden, C. B. (1988). Classroom discourse: The language of teaching and learning. 
Portsmouth, NH: Heinemann. 
Chin, C., & Osborne, J. (2010). Supporting argumentation through students' questions: Case 
studies in science classrooms. Journal of the Learning Sciences, 19, 230-284.  
Chingos, M. M., & Peterson, P. E. (2011). It's easier to pick a good teacher than to train one: 
Familiar and new results on the correlates of teacher effectiveness. Economics of 
Education Review, 30, 449–465.  
Clarke, A., Triggs, V., & Nilesen, W. (2014). Cooperating teacher participation in teacher 
education: A review of the literature. Review of Educational Research, 84, 163-202.  
Coleman, J. S., Campbell E. J., Hobson C., McPartland, J. , Mood, A. M., Weinfeld, F. D., & 
York, R. L. E. (1966). Equality of educational opportunity. Washington DC: US 
Department of Health, Education and Welfare. 
Diamond, J. B. (2012). Accountability policy, school organization, and classroom practice. 
Partial recoupling and educational opportunity. Education and Urban Society, 44, 
151-182.  
31 
 
Evaldsson, A.-C., Lindblad, S., Sahlström, F., & Bergquist, K. (2001). Introduktion och 
forskningsöversikt. In S. Lindblad, F. Sahlström, & K.-G. Ahlström (Eds.), Interaktion i 
pedagogiska sammanhang, (pp. 9-35). Stockholm: Liber. 
Fangen, K. (2010). Deltagende observasjon (2nd ed.). Bergen: Fagbokforlaget. 
Freebody, P. (2013). School knowledge in talk and writing: Taking ‘when learners know’ 
seriously. Linguistics and Education, 24, 64–74.  
Goodson, I. (2001). Social histories of educational change. Journal of Educational Change, 2, 
45-63.  
Gregory, M. L., & Michaelis, L. A. (2001). Topicalization and left-dislocation: A functional 
opposition revisited.  Journal of Pragmatics, 33, 1665–1706.  
Guba, E. G., & Lincoln, Y. S. (1994). Competing paradigms in qualitative research. In N. K. 
Denzin, & Y. S. Lincoln (Eds.), Handbook of qualitative research, (pp. 105-116). 
Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage. 
Houtte, M. van. (2005). Climate or culture: A plea for conceptual clarity in school 
effectiveness research. School Effectiveness and School Improvement, 16, 71-89.  
Halliday, M. A. K., & Webster, J. (2002). Linguistic studies of text and discourse. London: 
Continuum. 
Hammersley, M., & Atkinson, P. (1987). Feltmetodikk: Grunnlaget for feltarbeid og 
feltforskning. Oslo: Gyldendal. 
Hargreaves, A. (2004). Læring og undervisning i kunnskapssamfunnet. Utdanning i en utrygg 
tid. Oslo: Abstrakt forlag. 
Hargreaves, A. (2012). Singapore: The fourth way in action? Educational Research for Policy 
and Practice, 11, 7-17.  
32 
 
Hargreaves, A., & Shirley, D. (2009). The fourth way: The inspiring future for educational 
change. Thousand Oaks, Calif: Corvin. 
Hargreaves, D. H. (2014). A self-improving school system and its potential for reducing 
inequality. Oxford Review of Education, 40, 696-714.  
Hassan, J. E. (2009). Parents’ socioeconomic status and children’s academic performance 
(Notat 7). Oslo: NOVA - Norwegian Social Research. 
Herbart, J. F., & Stern, J. (2002). Allgemeine pädagogik. With an introduction by Jeffrey Stern. 
Bristol: Thoemmes. 
Hillen, S., Sturm, T., & Willbergh, I. (Eds.). (2011). Challenges facing contemporary didactics: 
Diversity of students and the role of new media in teaching and learning. Münster: 
Waxmann. 
Hopkins, D., Stringfield, S., Harris, A., Stoll, L., & Mackay, T. (2014). School and system 
improvement: A narrative state-of the art review. School Effectiveness and School 
Improvement, 25, 257-281.  
Hopmann, S. T. (2007). Restrained teaching: The common core of ‘didaktik’. European 
Educational Research Journal, 6, 109-124.  
Hopmann, S. T. (2008). No child, no school, no state left behind: Schooling in the age of 
accountability. Journal of Curriculum Studies, 40, 417-456.  
Humboldt, W. von. (2000). Theory of Bildung. In Westbury, I., Riquarts, K., & Hopmann, S. T. 
(Eds.), Teaching as a reflective practic: The German didaktik tradition (pp. 57-61). 
Mahwah, N.J: L. Erlbaum Associates. 
Hyland, T. (1991). Taking care of business: Vocationalism, competence and the enterprise 
culture. Educational Studies, 17, 77-87.  
33 
 
Hörmann, B. (2011). Capacities in diversified classrooms. In Hillen, S., Sturm, T., & Willbergh, 
I. (Eds.), Challenges facing contemporary didactics: Diversity of students and the role 
of new media in teaching and learning, (pp. 43-59). Münster: Waxmann. 
Keiding, T. B. (2003). Hvorfra min verden går. Et Luhmann-inspireret bidrag til didaktikken: 
PhD-thesis, Aalborg Universitet. 
Khan Al-Daami, K. , & Wallace, G. (2007). Curriculum reform in a global context: A study of 
teachers in jordan. Journal of Curriculum Studies, 39 339-360.  
Kim, J.-H. (2013). Teacher action research as Bildung: An application of Gadamer’s 
philosophical hermeneutics to teacher professional development. Journal of 
Curriculum Studies, 45, 379-393.  
Klafki, W. (2000a). Didaktik analysis as the core of preparation of instruction. In Westbury, I., 
Hopmann, S. T., & Riquarts, K. (Eds.), Teaching as a reflective practice. The German 
didaktik tradition, (pp. 139-159). Mahwah, New Jersey: Lawrence Erlbaum 
Associates. 
Klafki, W. (2000b). The significance of classical theories of bildung for a contemporary 
concept of allgemeinbildung. In Westbury, I., Riquarts, K., & Hopmann, S. T. (Eds.), 
Teaching as a reflective practice: The German didaktik tradition, (pp. 85 - 107). 
Mahwah, N.J.: L. Erlbaum Associates. 
Klafki, W. (2001). Dannelsesteori og didaktik - nye studier (B. Christensen, Trans. 2nd ed.). 
Århus: Forlaget Klim. 
Kress, G. (1976). Halliday: System and function in language. London: Oxford University Press. 
Krüger, R. A. (2008). The significance of the concepts 'elemental' and 'fundamental' in 
didactic theory and practice. Journal of Curriculum Studies, 40, 215-250.  
Labaree, D. F., (2012). School syndrome: Understanding the USA’s magical belief that  
34 
 
schooling can somehow improve society, promote access, and preserve advantage. 
Journal of Curriculum studies, 44, 133-163. 
Langfeldt, G., Elstad, E., & Hopmann, S. T. (2008). Ansvarlighet i skolen: Politiske spørsmål og 
pedagogiske svar: Resultater fra forskningsprosjektet "achieving school accountability 
in practice". Oslo: Cappelen akademisk forlag. 
Lefstein, A., & Snell, J. (2014). Better than best practice. Developing teaching and learning 
through dialogue. London and New York: Routledge. 
Linden, J. van der, & Renshaw, P. (2004). Dialogic learning. Shifting perspectives to learning, 
instruction and teaching. Dordrecht/Boston/London: Kluwer Academic Publishers. 
Littleton, K., & Howe, C. (2010). Educational dialogues. Understanding and promoting 
productive interaction. London and New York: Routledge. 
Lloyd, G. M. (2008). Teaching mathematics with a new curriculum: Changes to classroom 
organization and interactions. Mathematical Thinking and Learning, 10, 163-195.  
Luhmann, N. (2000). Sociale systemer: Grundrids til en almen teori. København: Hans Reitzel. 
Markussen, E., Frøseth, M. W., & Sandberg, N. (2011). Reaching for the unreachable: 
Identifying factors predicting early school leaving and non-completion in Norwegian 
upper secondary education. Scandinavian Journal of Educational Research, 55, 225-
253.  
Martin, A. J. , & Dowson, M. (2009). Interpersonal relationships, motivation, engagement, 
and achievement: Yields for theory, current issues, and educational practice. Review 
of Educational Research, 79, 327-365.  
McNaught, L., Maton, K., Martin, J. R., & Matruglio, E. (2013). Jointly constructing semantic 
waves: Implications for teacher training. Linguistics and Education, 24, 50–63.  
35 
 
Menck, P. (2010). The formation of conscience : A lost topic of didaktik. Journal of 
Curriculum Studies, 33, 261-275.  
Mercer, N., & Littleton, K. (2007). Dialogue and the devopment of children's thinking. A 
sociocultural approach. London and New York: Routledge. 
Merill, D. (2002). First principles of instruction. Educational Technology Research and 
Development, 50, 43-59.  
Meyer, M. A. (2007). Didactics , sense making, and educational experience. European 
Educational Research Journal, 6, 161-173.  
Meyer, M. A., Prenzel, M., & Hellekamps, S. (2008). Editorial: Perspektiven der didaktik. 
Zeitschrift für erziehungswissenschaft. Sonderheft, 9. 
Midtsundstad, J. H. (2010). En skoleteoretisk ramme for sammenlignende undersøkelser. 
Teoretisk systematisert og empirisk anvendt i danske og norske skoler 
Trondheim: Phd-dissertation, NTNU. 
Midtsundstad, J. H. (2011). School performance and diversity. In Werler, T. (Ed.), 
Heterogeneity. General didactics meets the stranger, (pp. 137-158). Münster: 
Waxmann. 
Midtsundstad, J. H., & Werler, T. (Eds.). (2011). Didaktikk i Norden. Kristiansand: Portal 
Akademisk. 
Midtsundstad, J., & Willbergh, I. (Eds.). (2010). Didaktikk – nye teoretiske perspektiver på 
undervisning. Oslo: Cappelen Damm. 
Mills, K. A. (2009). Floating on a sea of talk: Reading comprehension through speaking and 
listening. The Reading Teacher, 63, 325–329.  
Mullis, I. V. S., Martin, M. O., Foy, P., & Arora, A. (2012). TIMSS 2011. International results in 
mathematics. Chestnut Hill, MA: International Study Center, Boston College. 
36 
 
Mullis, I. V. S., Martin, M. O., Foy, P., & Drucker, K. T. (2012). The PIRLS 2011. International 
results in reading. Chestnut Hill, MA: International Study Center, Boston College. 
OECD. (2012). Pisa 2012 results in focus: What 15-year-olds know and what they can do with 
what they know: OECD. 
Parrish, P. E. (2009). Aesthetic principles for instructional design. Educational Technology 
Research and Development, 57, 511-528.  
Phillips, David, & Schweisfurth, Michele. (2006). Comparative and international education: 
An introduction to theory, method, and practice. London: Continuum. 
Pikkarainen, E. (2011). The semiotics of education : A new vision in an old landscape. 
Educational Philosophy and Theory, 43, 1135.  
Purdy, J. (2008). Inviting conversation: Meaningful talk about texts for English language 
learners. Literacy, 42, 44–51.  
Saeverot, H. (2013). On the need to ask educational questions about education: An interview 
with Gert Biesta. Policy Futures in Education, 11, 175-184.  
Sammons, P., Thomas, S., Mortimore, P., Walker, A., Cairns, R., & Bausor, J. (2006). 
Understanding differences in academic effectiveness: Practitioners' views. School 
Effectiveness and School Improvement: An International Journal of Research, Policy 
and Practice, 9, 286-309.  
Schein, E. H. (1982). Organisasjonspsykologi (3rd ed.). Oslo: Tanum-Norli. 
Schoen, L. T., & Teddlie, C. (2008). A new model of school culture: A response to a call for 
conceptual clarity. School Effectiveness and School Improvement, 19, 129-153.  
Schwab, J. J. (1971). The practical: Arts of eclectic. School Review, 79, 493-542.  
Stake, R. E. (2005). Qualitative case studies.  In. Denzin, N. K., & Lincoln, Y.S. (eds.) The  
Sage handbooks of qualitative research. (3rd ed)  (pp.443-466). Thousand Oaks: Sage.  
37 
 
Standish, P. (2012). 'This' is produced by a brain-process'! Wittgenstein, transparency and 
psychology today. Journal of Philosophy of Education, 46, 61-72.  
Statistisk Sentralbyrå (2014). Statistikk: Available at  
http://www.ssb.no/225160/personer-16-år-og-over-etter-tid-utdanningsnivå-og-
bostedskommune-1.oktober.antall-og-prosent 
Stoll, L., Bolam, R., McMahon, A., Wallace, M., & Thomas, S.. (2006). Professional learning 
communities: A review of the literature. Journal of Educational Change, 7, 221-258.  
Stoll, L., & Fink, D. (1996). Changing our schools: Linking school effectiveness and school 
improvement. Buckingham: Open University Press. 
Tanner, D. (2013). Race to the top and leave the children behind. Journal of Curriculum 
Studies, 45, 4-15.  
Thapa, A., Cohen, J., Guffey, S., & Higgins-D'Alessandro, A. (2013). A review of school climate 
research. Review of Educational Reasearch, 83, 357-385. 
Vásquez-Levy, D. (2002). Bildung-centred didaktik : A framework for examining the 
educational potential of subject matter. Journal of Curriculum Studies, 34, 117.  
Westbury, I., Hopmann, S. T., & Riquarts, K. (2000). Teaching as a reflective practice : The 
German didaktik tradition. Mahwah, N.J.: L. Erlbaum Associates. 
Willbergh, I. (2011). The role of imagination when teaching the diverse group. In Hillen, S., 
Sturm, T., & Willbergh, I. (Ed.), Challenges facing contemporary didactics: Diversity of 
students and the role of new media in teaching and learning, (pp. 61-73). Münster: 
Waxmann. 
Willbergh, I. (2015). The problems of ‘competence’ and alternatives from the Scandinavian  
perspective of Bildung, Journal of Curriculum Studies, DOI: 
10.1080/00220272.2014.1002112 
38 
 
York-Barr, J., & Duke, K. (2004). What do we know about teacher leadership? Findings from 
two decades of scholarship. Review of Educational Research, 74, 255-316.  
